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Abstract 
Writing is accepted as challenging work, and L2 learners do not feel qualified to write in L2. Teacher feedback may be a solution; 
nonetheless, it may also deepen the students’ feeling of inefficacy in L2 writing. This study examined EFL Turkish university 
students’ attitudes toward and preferences for teacher feedback and the gender effect on the attitudes of these students. The analysis 
revealed that most of the participants had positive attitudes toward teacher feedback. Gender did not have an important influence 
on the students’ attitudes. Students’ preferences regarding the type of feedback can change as per the time of feedback. 
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1. Introduction 
Writing is one of the most essential productive skills of a language. It is one of the most effective vehicles to meet 
the need for expressing ideas and thoughts. In daily life, people produce various kinds of written texts including notes, 
reports, essays and e-mails which have mainly communicative purposes. However, there exist some factors that affect 
a writer’s writing strategy and performance. Some of these factors are related with the topic, goal, time and place, and 
main idea of the written text. Additionally, the psychological condition, attitude and energy level of a writer are some 
other factors that set the tone of written work (Glendinning & Mantell, 1983; Harmer, 2004; Monis & Rodriques, 
2012). People’s beliefs regarding writing generally also affect their writing practices and habits (Greenberg, 1988).  
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All in all, in terms of language education, teaching how to write is an important task both in native language (L1) 
and L2 teaching classes. A great number of students have preconceived opinions about L2 writing because they have 
difficulties even in L1 writing.  For most of the students, one of the biggest problem is probably the difficulty of 
writing in an L2 class since they do not generally feel equipped enough to produce written text in a foreign language. 
While students are composing new texts in an L2, they may naturally create papers including various types of 
structural and/or rhetorical errors. In this respect, these students may need the guidance of their teachers because 
writing in an L2 is undoubtedly a more challenging and demanding task than writing in an L1. 
1.1. Literature review  
One of the crucial problems in L2 writing classes is to improve writing skill of the students. In the process of 
teaching a foreign language, teachers confront with many problems which include students’ reluctance towards writing 
in a foreign language. As a consequence of such problems accepted as one of the reasons of students’ being 
unsuccessful in learning a foreign language, educationalists, researchers and methodologists have been making 
investigations about writing skill for many years (Cardelle & Corno, 1981; Lalande, 1982; Enginarlar, 1993; Ferris, 
1995; Truscott, 1996). The purpose of the present study is to detect the EFL university students’ attitudes toward and 
preferences for teacher’s corrective feedback and investigate whether gender affects these students’ attitudes toward 
teacher’s corrective feedback.
1.1.1. Studies supporting teacher’s corrective feedback 
In the related literature, the place of teacher guidance, in other words, the provision of teacher’s corrective feedback 
and which type(s) of teacher feedback should be provided in L2 writing classes are the sources of an ongoing debate. 
Most of the researchers have conducted studies to come to a conclusion regarding effectiveness of teacher feedback, 
students’ attitudes toward and preferences for teacher’s corrective feedback (Zamel, 1985; Kepner, 1991; Ferris, 1995; 
Ferris, 1996; Truscott, 1996; Truscott, 1999; Chandler, 2003; Diab, 2005; Guenette, 2007). Kulhavy (1977) pointed 
that the purpose of feedback provision is to contribute to the knowledge learned from an instructor. To maximize 
students’ ability of writing in L2, teachers need to give certain types of feedback describing students’ mistakes on 
written text, assisting the students to a better effort for the next writing tasks, and also enabling positive comments 
about the parts of students’ written works notably well written (Cardelle & Corno, 1981).  
1.1.2. Studies rejecting teacher’s corrective feedback 
While some of these researchers have pointed that teacher’s corrective feedback is an important factor for the 
students in L2 writing classes (Kulhavy, 1977; Cardelle & Corno, 1981; Lalande, 1982; Enginarlar, 1993; Ferris, 
1997; Hyland, 2003; Goldstein, 2004; Kahraman, 2013), some others have rejected teacher’s corrective feedback 
provided in the process of teaching L2 writing (Semke & College, 1984; Truscott, 1996; Hyland, 1998; Truscott, 
1999; Truscott & Hsu, 2008). These researchers claimed that teacher feedback to students’ written assignments will 
negatively affect the students’ attitudes toward writing in L2 classes. When the students receive too much teacher 
feedback marked with a red colored pen, they may feel discouraged and disappointed (Semke & College, 1984). 
Teacher feedback is unhelpful in the improvement of students’ writing ability and it has harmful impacts on students’ 
attitudes toward writing. All in all, it is emphasized that they can learn better when they feel relaxed and confident, 
and enjoy their learning, however, teacher correction will cause completely opposite feelings; therefore the teachers 
should avoid providing corrective feedback (Truscott, 1996).    
1.1.3. Students’ feedback preferences 
There are many studies regarding feedback preferences of the students in L2 writing classes in the related literature 
(Saito, 2004; AydÕn, 2001; Zacharias, 2007; Lee, 2008; Ferdouse, 2012). In one of these studies, nearly half of the 
student participants had positive or neutral attitudes toward written teacher feedback; however, almost all of them 
stated that the grade on their written assignments corrected by the teacher was more important than the teacher 
comments, and also most of them approved the marking symbols used by the teacher (Radecki & Swales, 1988). In 
another study, the participants had an obvious preference for specific teacher feedback rather than general comments 
regarding errors in their written tasks. They believed that feedback on the language was more beneficial than feedback 
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on content (Zacharias, 2007; Zaman & Azad, 2012). In addition to these findings, it is obvious that students’ 
proficiency in a foreign language is one of the determiners of preferring various kinds of teacher feedback. In this 
sense, the more proficient the students are, the more teacher feedback they expect (Lee, 2008). 
1.1.4. Gender and students’ attitudes 
In the related literature, there are limited studies regarding male and female students’ attitudes toward teacher 
feedback in L2 writing classes. In most of these studies, the researchers could not find statistically significant 
difference between the attitude of male and female students (Alavi & Kaivanpanah, 2007; Lui, 2009; Al- Shammari, 
2011). They concluded that both male and female students had approximately similar expectations and attitudes. 
1.2. Research questions 
This study was guided by the following research questions:   
1. What are EFLTurkish university students’ attitudes toward teacher feedback in L2 classes? 
2. Does gender of the students affect their attitudes toward teacher feedback?
3. What are the Turkish university students’ preferences about the indication of the error correction in L2 writing 
classes?   
2. Methodology 
2.1. Sample / participants 
In this quasi-experimental study, the research was conducted with two similar groups of students studying at 
SüleymanDemirel University in 2011 in Turkey. The participants of the study were 93 first-year students whose native 
language is Turkish and who had elementary level English. The student participants had two hours of an English 
course per week during the year. It was an integrated skills course. According to the programme of the Council of 
Higher Education (YÖK) in Turkey, all university students have to take an English course before they graduate from 
their university. The participants of this study were taking the compulsory English course required by The Council of 
Higher Education.  
The students (n:93) in this course had already been placed in groups by the Student Selection and Placement Centre 
based on the results of the Higher Education Examination-Undergraduate Placement Examination (YGS-LYS). Forty-
six of them were studying in the morning class, and 47 of them in the evening class. Forty- eight of them were female, 
and 45 of them were males. All of the students’ L1 was Turkish, and they had elementary level English. In each 
academic term, students had a mid-term and a final exam, and through these examinations the teacher could evaluate 
the students’ performance. 
2.2. Data collection procedures 
As a first step of data collection process, the researchers gave the participants two short paragraphs having 
grammatical errors to bring the participants’ attentions to some grammatical structures of English. Seventy-seven 
participants took part in this activity, and they were expected both to detect and correct the errors stated in the 
paragraphs. As a second step, the participants wrote a short paragraph about the town or city that they liked most. The 
aim was to observe students’ attitudes toward writing and to prepare them for the feedback provision process. Finally, 
in a two-step process the researchers took two copies of the students’ above mentioned written works to provide 
teacher feedback. Using the copies, the researchers provided first indirect un-coded teacher feedback and then indirect 
coded teacher feedback. Following these steps, after the required permission, a questionnaire conducted by Diab 
(2005) was divided into two parts as pre- and post-test questionnaires (See Appendix A), and then conducted with the 
participants.To end with, the researchers conducted an interview with 14 volunteer students on students’ attitudes 
toward and preferences for teacher’s corrective feedback. 
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3. Results 
The first research question asked what EFL university students’ attitudes toward teacher’s corrective feedback in 
writing courses are.The questionnaires revealed that 63.1% of participants strongly agreed that it is important to them 
to have as few errors as possible in their written works as to the pre-test scores. According to data analysis, this score 
increased to 66.7% in the post-test questionnaire. According to pre-test results and post-test results, 48.8% and 64.3% 
of the students strongly agreed that the teacher should point out errors in grammar.  
Moreover, 35.7% of the students in the pre-test and 48.8% of the students in the post-test strongly agreed with item 
11 that the teacher should use a red-colored pen when responding to a draft. Additionally, it was found that the 
reliability coefficients of the pre- and post-test questionnaires were .714 (70%) and .819 (80%), respectively. These 
results indicate a high level of internal consistency for the first part of the questionnaires. 
Furthermore, research question two examined whether gender has a significant role in such studies. According to 
the Independent Samples T-test analysis of the pre- and post-test questionnaires, the values (.585 and .436, 
respectively) were higher than the standard value of Į: .05. That is with a 95% degree of confidence (p0.05), gender 
had no influence upon the responses of the t1_p and the t2_p. 
Finally, research question three was for determining what type of error correction in L2 writing classes are preferred 
by Turkish university students. When examining the EFL university students’ preferences for teacher’s corrective 
feedback, the researchers detected the results shown in table 1 & 2. 







1-By crossing out what is incorrect and writing the correct word or structure 32.1 52.4 
2-By showing where the error is and giving a clue about how to correct it 51.2 32.1 
3-By only showing where the error is 16.7 10.7 
 
It can be seen in Table 1 item 2 that most of the students are eager to do self- correction on the first drafts. In the 
process of self-correction, they want their teacher to assist them by showing where the error is and giving a clue about 
how to correct it. However, after the second draft, they changed their minds and mostly preferred explicit teacher 
feedback (See Item 1).  
Table 2: Percentages of the students’ expectations for the English language teacher when there are many errors in a paper 
 Items     Percent 
    (Pre-test) 
Percent 
(Post-test) 
1-Correct all errors, major and minor 36.9 54.8 
2-Correct all errors the teacher considers major, but not the minor ones 15.5 8.3 
3-Correct most but not necessarily all of the major errors if there are many of them 11.9 7.1 
4-Correct only a few of the major errors no matter how many there are 3.6 1.2 
 
Additionally,the students’ expectations for direct/explicit teacher feedback from their English Language Teachers 
both on the first draft and final draftare shown in Table 2. However, the percentages regarding students’ expectations 
differ per draft. The reason of these changes seen in Tables 1and 2 is probably students’ fear of having low grades.    
Regarding students’ preferences for the amount of feedback on their papers, less than half of the students asserted 
that they would prefer their teacher to correct all errors when responding to a first draft. However, this percentage 
tends to increase when considering a final draft; in other words, more than half of the students wanted their teachers 
to correct all the errors, even the minor ones, while evaluating the final drafts. For example, the data obtained from 
the third part of the questionnaire revealed that most of the students (57.1%) stated that they read every mark or 
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comment from teacher carefully, while 26.2% of them asserted that they look at some marks/comments more carefully 
than the others, and 14.3% of them stated that they mainly pay attention to comments on the ideas expressed in their 
papers.
Finally, the data analyses revealed that for 66.7% of the students the teachers’ marks indicating grammatical errors 
are important, and for 67.9% the indication of errors in vocabulary is important. On the other hand, for less than half 
of the students the teachers’ marks indicating errors in spelling (26.2%), the teachers’ marks indicating errors in 
punctuation (11.9%), the teachers’ comments on the ideas/content (22.6%), the teachers’ comments on the writing 
style (7.1%), and the teachers’ comments on the organization of the paper (3.6%) are important. Lastly, 4.8% of the 
students state other ideas about the correction process of their written works.
4. Discussion 
The questionnaire of this research revealed that students paid more attention to the feedback regarding grammar 
errors rather than the feedback on the organization of the paper, writing style, or punctuation rules. This is consistent 
with the results of other studies such as Hedgcock and Lefkowitz’s study (1996) in which they depicted students’ 
awareness of the roles and impacts of expert input into their written texts. According to the pre- and post-test 
assessments, 48.8% and 64.3% of the students, respectively, strongly agreed that the teacher should specify errors in 
grammar in this study. Additionally, there exists a positive inclination toward error correction regarding grammar 
mistakes on students’ written works. This seems to be in line with the findings reported by Oladejo (1993), Schulz 
(1996), and Goldstein (2004). Moreover, Lee (2005) and Kahraman (2013) examined L2 secondary students’ 
perceptions, beliefs and attitudes regarding teacher’s feedback in writing classes andrevealed that most of the students 
expect their teachers to mark and correct errors for the students. Our study confirms Lee’s (2005) and Kahraman’s 
(2013) views that when students receive teacher’s corrective feedback, they seemed to be more encouraged to compose 
good and effective written works, and coded-feedback affected students’ writing skill more positively when compared 
to un-coded feedback.
In the pre- and post-test questionnaires, 35.7% and 48.8% of the student participants, respectively, strongly agreed 
with the item regarding the teachers’ use of red colored pen while correcting the students’ errors on the written works 
in our study. This finding contradicts the results of some researchers, in which they claimed that students will be 
disappointed and thus become discouraged if they see so many red marks on their written works. (Truscott, 1996; 
Semke & College; 1984).
Moreover, there is not a statistically significant difference between male and female students’ attitudes toward 
teacher’s corrective feedback in the present study. These findings are in line with the results of Alavi and 
Kaivanpanah’s (2007) and Al-Shammari’s (2011) studies wherein the researchers found that gender did not have an 
important effect on exploring students’ expectations for receiving feedback.
In Chiang’s study (2004), 83.4% and 80% of the participants expressed that feedback on grammar and vocabulary 
was very important and quite important respectively. On the other hand, for 56.7% and 53.4% of them, organization 
and content are very important and quite important, respectively. This shows that students in both of the groups gave 
much importance to surface level errors rather than macro level or semantic errors. Among the participants of Chiang’s 
study, 13.3% of them “always” and 10% of them “usually” read over their written works after their teachers gave 
them back to the students although they claimed that teacher feedback was crucial for them. Moreover, 73.3% of the 
F.7 group students and 26.7% of the F.2 group students expressed that they did not read over their composition very 
often.
In Lee’s study (2005), a great number of students preferred coded-feedback, most of the participants in Oladejo’s 
(1993) study preferred that their teachers showed errors and provided cues that allow them to self- correct, and in 
Ferdouse’s (2012) study, 80% of the students preferred coded teacher feedback to non-coded teacher feedback. These 
findings were in line with the results of research wherein 51.2% of the students in a first draft and 32.1% of the 
students in a final draft wanted their English Language Teacher to provide coded implicit feedback. Moreover, 16.7% 
and 10.7% of the students in a first and final draft, respectively, wanted un-coded implicit feedback. 
In our study, 57.1% of the students stated that they read each of the teachers’ marks or comments on their paper 
carefully, while 26.2% of them asserted that they look at some marks/comments more carefully than the others, and 
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14.3% of them stated that they mainly pay attention to comments on the ideas expressed in their papers. These findings 
contradict the findings stated in Chiang’s (2004) study wherein only 13.3% of the students always and 10% of the 
students usually read over their composition again after their teachers gave the written works back to them. Moreover, 
50% of the students responded that they did not read over their written works very often.
5. Conclusions 
When the findings of the research are assessed, it can be concluded that EFL university students have positive 
attitudes toward teacher’s corrective feedback. That is to say, the students can benefit from the teachers feedback 
which will improve their writing competencies in L2 writing classes. Besides, gender difference does not affect 
attitudes of the students toward teacher’s corrective feedback. Moreover, according to the obtained data, it can be said 
that an important factor influencing students’ attitudes and preferences is when teacher provides a certain type of 
feedback on the first or the final draft.Moreover, the research findings revealed that students mostly prefer either coded 
or un-coded teacher feedback on the first draft, and if they cannot find the correct forms of their mistakes they expect 
explicit teacher feedback on the final draft. This can be regarded as a strong proof of students’ desire for self-
correction. In order to prevent traditional teacher-centered classroom environments and create a student-centered 
atmosphere, chances for self-correction should be provided to the students. In this respect, teachers should carefully 
follow the flow of the lesson and may also provide different kinds of feedback when necessary.
All in all, it can be claimed that corrective teacher feedback is a necessary element of L2 writing classes. As it is 
inferred from the related literature and from the findings of present study, it is much more appropriate to provide 
implicit (indirect) feedback at the first drafts. The purpose of this preference is for engaging students to the cognitive 
problem- solving process in which they will make effort to be successful at self-correction. The more the students 
participate into the problem-solving process, the more their proficiency levels in L2 writing will increase. 
In conclusion, in L2 writing classes, students should become active participants but it seems difficult with 
traditional teacher centred classroom environments. In order to enable this, teachers and students should work in 
cooperation with each other. This can be possible with corrective teacher feedback applications in L2 writing classess. 
The more the teachers promote the students to take a direct part in L2 writing practices, the more the students will 
actively participate to the L2 writing practices.  










1-It is important to me to have as few errors as possible in my written work. ż ż ż ż ż 
2- It is important to my English Language Teacher for me to have as few errors 
as possible in my written work. ż ż ż ż ż 
When responding to a final draft (that is, a paper you will rewrite at least once), the teacher should always: 
3-point out errors in grammar (verb tenses, subject/verb agreement, article 
use…etc.) ż ż ż ż ż 
4- point out errors in spelling ż ż ż ż ż 
5- point out errors in vocabulary choice ż ż ż ż ż 
6- point out errors in punctuation ż ż ż ż ż 
7- make comments on the organization of the paper ż ż ż ż ż 
8- make comments on the writing style (the way you express your thoughts and 
arguments) ż ż ż ż ż 
9- make comments on the ideas expressed in the paper ż ż ż ż ż 
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10- use a set of correction or proof-reading symbols ż ż ż ż ż 
11- use a red-coloured pen ż ż ż ż ż 
S.A.:Strongly Agree  A.:AgreeU.D.:UndecidedD.:Disagree  S.D.: Strongly Disagree 
2. Answer the following questions by circling the number of the appropriate response. 
On a final draft, how do you want your English Language Teacher to indicate an error in your written work? 
1. By crossing out what is incorrect and writing the correct word or structure  
2. By showing where the error is and giving a clue about how to correct it 
3. By only showing where the error is 
4. By ignoring the errors in grammar, spelling, punctuation…etc. and only paying attention to the ideas expressed 
5. Other (please specify): _____________________________________ 
If there are many errors in a paper, what do you want your English Language Teacher to do?(On a final 
draft) 
1. Correct all errors, major and minor 
2. Correct all errors the teacher considers major, but not the minor ones 
3. Correct most but not necessarily all of the major errors if there are many of them 
4. Correct only a few of the major errors no matter how many there are 
5. Correct all repeated errors whether major or minor 
6. Correct only errors that might interfere with communicating your ideas 
7. Correct no errors and respond only to the ideas expressed 
8. Other (please specify): ____________________________________ 
3. How carefully do you look at the teacher marks/comments on your written work? 
1. I read every one carefully. 
2. I look at some marks/comments more carefully than at others. 
3. I mainly pay attention to comments on the ideas expressed in the paper. 
4. Other (please specify): _______________________________________ 
4. If you look carefully at some of the marks/comments your English Language Teacher makes on your 
written work, which ones do you consider most important to look at?(Please circle ALL that apply). 
1. Marks indicating errors in grammar 
2. Marks indicating errors in vocabulary choice 
3. Marks indicating errors in spelling 
4. Marks indicating errors in punctuation. 
5. Comments on the ideas/content 
6. Comments on the writing style 
7. Comments on the organization of the paper 
8. Other (please specify): ___________________________________ 
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